
Outcome-based Charter Schools 
Meeting June 12, 1991 

People interested in the idea met to review the legislation 
as passed and to talk about next steps. The legislative authors, 
Sen. Reichgott and Rep. Kelso were warmly greeted. They talked 
briefly about the history of the legislation, and said they 
looked forward hopefully to its implementation. 

Those present introduced themselves. The group agreed on an 
agenda for the meeting. 

Discussion began with a review of the provisions of the law. 

* It does appear that teachers presently teaching could 
approach a board other than the one by which they are at the 
moment employed; and that a board could if it wished charter a 
school to operate outside its own borders. Clearly, under open 
enrollment, the students may come from various districts. 

* The state board will probably need to figure out a way to 
rank-order the eight schools that may be established. A school 
board is to file a letter of intent. But what if the 10th school 
to file such a letter is the 7th ready to open? Does a school 
proposing to open in 1993 have precedence over a school proposing 
to open in 1991? 

* There was some discussion whether the board of the 
organization proposing to operate the school can be formed before 
the charter is granted. The feeling was: probably so, if 
paragraph (c) in Subd. 4 is read as "teachers authorized by this 
law'' rather than as "teachers authorized by a board". 

* A strong feeling was expressed that the law, incorporating 
the conference-committee decision to drop out parent and 
community groups as potential organizers of a school, favors 
teachers and school boards -- who already control education -
and frustrates those whose children are not well served by the 
system and who had looked to the charter-schools idea as a real 
hope. 

Several points were made in response: that the teachers 
proposing charter schools are likely to be interested in better 
learning and (because these will be schools of choice) will need 
and want to work with communities whose children can benefit from 
different methods of learning. There was some discussion, too, 
of ways both teachers and community/parent groups could be 
involved. The law requires the school to be formed by "one or 
more licensed teachers" but it does not exclude others from being 
involved. And it may be possible to form a second organization 
to support an organization formed by teachers. As it came out it 
can be seen as a law that gives the existing system a chance to 
make public education work, one of the authors said. Nothing 
else could have been passed. If school boards obstruct its 



implementation they will be building the case for the Legislature 
taking them out of it. But she has real hopes the boards will 
repond well, she said. 

* A question was raised how it will be possible to know 
about the applications generating, and to follow their progress. 

* Someone asked about resources: about the size of the 
stream available and about how teachers interested might generate 
the up-front resources needed to get started. Discussion 
established that, roughly, a school will get the average 
statewide education revenue (about $3,000 per pupil-unit), plus 
the equipment revenue ($65), plus the additional weighting for 
grades 7 and above (about $1,000). A school that takes in 
students eligible for 'compensatory' revenue would get roughly an 
additional $2,000 per student. The start-up money will probably 
have to come from some combination of gifts or loans. 

Some persons noted the financing falls short in several 
respects of what a school receives today. Others pointed to the 
potential reductions in cost resulting from the general exemption 
given to the school from state regulations. 

Two persons familiar with the law on cooperatives (Chapter 
308A) made these points: 

* The law generally thinks in terms of worker coops and of 
consumer coops. Generally its members would be one or the other. 

* The members control the organization: set its philosophy, 
elect its board, direct its policy. 

* Chapter 317 (non-profit corporation) may give more 
flexibility. It can define members in other ways: for example, 
as persons committed to a certain approach to learning, or to the 
interests of certain kinds of kids. 

* A cooperative distributes end-of-the-year surpluses to its 
members, based on their contribution or service-provided during 
the year. A non-profit carries them forward. 

* It will make a difference whether/not you want the 
organization to be able to receive tax-exempt gifts. A 317 would 
be better positioned for this. 

Again, there was some discussion about the possibility of 
having two structures; one for the teachers and another (probably 
the 317) for the community/parent group in support. 

The meeting having run almost an hour past its scheduled end 
the group finished by listing quickly the key items for further 
discussion, and set another date to meet. 


